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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 17, line 1, ''instructions for storing a search weight for the matching 
compression'' has no antecedent basis. "Search weight" is not disclosed within 
the specification or within any previous claims. For the purpose of art rejection, 
''search weight is read as "sort weight. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

4. Claim 1, 6, 11, 12, 16, 18, 23, 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Lisle et al US 4,843,389. 

Re claims 1,6, 11 and 18, Lisle et al discloses a processor based system 
for carrying out a method of performing a linguistic sorting operation (fig. 1). The 
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method is effectuated by an inherent computer program (figs. 3, 4A-4G, i.e. "logic 
flow" and/or "flow chart" practiced by the processor), comprising: 

receiving an input string containing a plurality of linguistic symbols used in 
a given language; 

(Lisle et al discloses a text compression method where a collation order is 
implemented using a hierarchal sorting collation with the ability to define input as 
a symbol, sequence, letter, digit, etc. Col 15 line 45-63 and [Col. 20 line 67-68 - 
Co/. 21 line 1-3]) 

for a first symbol in a combination of symbols in the input string, obtaining 
a highest compression type for compressions beginning with said first symbol; 

(Lisle et al discloses the use of a compression ratio (representative of the 
fractional size of the original to compressed data) that is synonymous to 
compression type as claimed (See abstract line 1).) 

performing a binary search through each of a plurality of compression 
tables containing compressions for the given language to find a matching 
compression that matches a combination of said first symbol and adjacent 
symbols in the input string, wherein the plurality of compression tables are 
searched in a descending order of compression types of the compression tables 
starting with a compression table having a compression type equal to said 
highest compression type for said first symbol. 

(Lisle et al disclose the method of using a binary search technique to speed 
dictionary search time. Lisle et al discloses that a compression table is a type of 
dictionary. Therefore the binary search technique is applied to both a 
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compression table and dictionary (Col, 6 line 5-8). Lisle et al disclose that 
through the use of multiple dictionaries in combination with entries selected on 
the basis of weighted frequency of use, compression ratios as high as eight to 
one can be routinely achieved. (Col. 3 line 24-31 and Col.3 line 34-39)) 

Re claims 12 and 24, which further recite "wherein the compressions in 
each of the compression tables are sorted according to code points for symbols 
forming the compressions, and wherein the binary search through each 
compression table is based on the code points for symbols forming the 
compressions in said each compression table", generally, code points are 
another way to define the index or location within a table, particularly an encoded 
table. It is inherent that either by pointing or directly referencing data, the index 
will be utilized when a search through a table is performed. Therefore a code 
point will be taken to mean a location in memory within a table (index) (Col. 3 line 
58-62 and Fig. 2). 

Re claims 16 and 23, which further recites "where in the step of 
performing a binary search thorough each of the compression tables includes 
calling a search module to perform a binary search in each of the compression 
tables", a module is defined as a program used to perform set of instructions. 
Therefore in light of the specification, there is no further limitation by referring to 
the part of the program that executes a binary search as a module (See analysis 
for claims 1 and 18). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary sl^ill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

6. Claim 2, 5, 7, 10. 15. 17. 19, 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Lisle et al as applied to claims 1,6, 11 and 18 above 
respectively, and further in view of Ho 7,130,470 B1. 

Re claims 17 and 19, Lisle et al discloses a dictionary that contains a 
compression table as well as symbols stored for Indexing within a control table 
(Fig. 2). However Lisle et al fails to disclose the identification of a symbol with 
the use of a sort weight at an index or code point. When read in light of the 
specification, a sort weight is described in one implementation to be a masked 32 
bit value with every four bits pertaining to a classification for sorting. However, 
claim 19 does not limit the type of sort weight, therefore one can assume that a 
generic sort weight can be implemented. Ho teaches the assignment of a 
numerical value of an integer pertaining to a symbol (Col. 1 line 60 - Col. 2 line 
4). Therefore, the combined teaching of Lisle et al and Ho would have rendered 
obvious use of a method where an indexed symbol is uniquely identified by a sort 
weight. 

Re claim 22, as applied to claim 19 above, Ho clearly discloses that the 
present invention involves symbols comprised of Unicode characters (Col. 2 lines 
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58-59). Therefore, the combined teaching of Lisle et al and Ho would have 
rendered obvious the use of a Unicode standard for the assignment of symbols. 

Claim 2 is closely related to claim 22 but is not further substantially limited. 
Therefore claim 2 has been analyzed and rejected with the same arguments 
presented in claim 22. (See analysis for claim 22) 

Claim 7 has been analyzed and rejected with respect to claim 2. 

Claim 5 is closely related to claim 19 but is not further substantially limited. 
Therefore claim 5 has been analyzed and rejected with the same arguments 
presented in claim 19. (See analysis for claim 19) 

Claim 10 has been analyzed and rejected with respect to claim 5. 

Claim 15 is closely related to claim 22 but is not further substantially 
limited. Therefore claim 15 has been analyzed and rejected with the same 
arguments presented in claim 22. (See analysis for claim 22) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

8. Claims 3, 4, 8, 9, 13, 14, 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Lisle et al and Ho as applied to claims 1, 6. 12, and 
19 above respectively, and further In view of Edberg 5,873,1 1 1 A. 
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Re claim 20, Lisle et al disclose a method where compression types 
(ratio's) are sorted by the highest compression type per symbol. Ho discloses a 
method where numerical values are assigned as part of a sort weight for a 
symbol to identify a particular symbol. The combined teaching of Lisle et ai and 
Ho as a whole fails to specifically disclose the method of "tagging" a symbol. 
However, when read in light of the specification, it is revealed that a tag is a 
portion of the sort weight. Without further limitation within the claim language, a 
tag will be taken to be a part of the sort weight. 

Edberg discloses a method of tagging character attributes with a prefix tag 
with the purpose of accessing collation tables to retrieve collation order. 
Therefore, the combined teaching of Lisle et al. Ho, and Edberg as a whole 
would have rendered obvious the method of sorting compression types (ratios) 
according to sort weights within a table where each index within the table 
contains an element that is tagged (identified by a prefix numerical value in the 
sort weight) Col. 12 line 7-12 and Col. 19 line 54-59. 

Re claim 21 , the tag at index within a table is taken to be a part of the sort 
weight. See analysis for claim 20. 

Claim 3 is closely related to claim 20 but is not further substantially limited. 
Therefore claim 3 has been analyzed and rejected with the same arguments 
presented in claim 20. (See analysis for claims 20) 

Claim 8 has been analyzed and rejected with respect to claim 3. 
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Claim 4 is closely related to claim 21 but is not further substantially limited. 
Therefore claim 4 has been analyzed and rejected with the same arguments 
presented in claim 21. (See analysis for claims 21) 

Claim 9 has been analyzed and rejected with respect to claim 4. 

Claim 13 is closely related to claim 20 but is not further substantially 
limited. Therefore claim 13 has been analyzed and rejected with the same 
arguments presented in claim 20. (See analysis for claim 20) 

Claim 14 is closely related to claim 21 but is not further substantially 
limited. Therefore claim 14 has been analyzed and rejected with the same 
arguments presented in claim 21 . (See analysis for claim 21) 

Examiner's Note 

The referenced citations made in the rejection(s) above are intended to 
exemplify areas in the prior art document(s) in which the examiner believed are 
the most relevant to the claimed subject matter. However, it is incumbent upon 
the applicant to analyze the prior art document(s) in its/their entirety since other 
areas of the document(s) may be relied upon at a later time to substantiate 
examiner's rationale of record. A prior art reference must be considered in its 
entirety, i.e., as a whole, including portions that would lead away from the 
claimed invention. W.L. Gore & associates. Inc. v. Garlock. Inc. . 721 F.2d 1540, 
220 USPQ 303 (Fed. Cir. 1983), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 851 (1984). However, 
"the prior art's mere disclosure of more than one alternative does not constitute a 
teaching away from any of these alternatives because such disclosure does not 
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criticize, discredit, or otherwise discourage the solution claimed...." In re Fulton , 
391 F.3d 1195, 1201, 73 USPQ2d 1141, 1146 (Fed. Cir. 2004). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Michael C. Colucci whose telephone number 
is (571)272-1847. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30 am - 5:00 pm 
, alt. Fridays. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, 
the examiner's supervisor, Vu Le can be reached on (571)-272-7332. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. Information regarding the status of an application 
may be obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) 
system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about 
the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Michael C. Colucci Pv 
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